We analyse the main features of the third edition of Google Scholar Metrics (GSM), released in June 2014, focusing on its more important changes, strengths, and weaknesses. Additionally, we present some figures that outline the dimensions of this new edition, and we compare them to those of previous editions. Principal among these figures are the number of visualized publications, publication types, languages, and the maximum and minimum h5-index and h5-median values by language, subject area, and subcategory. This new edition is marked by continuity. There is nothing new other than the updating of the time frame (2009)(2010)(2011)(2012)(2013) and the removal of some redundant subcategories (from 268 to 261) for English written publications. Google has just updated the data, which means that some of the errors discussed in previous studies still persist. To sum up, GSM is a minimalist information product with few features, closed (it cannot be customized by the user), and simple (navigating it only takes a few clicks). For these reasons, we consider it a "low cost" bibliometric tool, and propose a list of features it should incorporate in order to stop being labeled as such. Notwithstanding the above, this product presents a stability in its bibliometric indicators that supports its ability to measure and track the impact of scientific publications. , its ranking of scientific publications: Google Scholar Metrics (GSM). Last year's version was published a bit later in the summer, on July the 24 th , 2013. Google has stopped being different: it seems that from now on, these coveted lists of publications sorted by their scientific impact (that is, their h index) will be released every summer, whether it is on June, like this year, or July, like last year. This means that GSM: Google Scholar Metrics will join its competitors JCR (Journal Citation Reports) and SJR (Scimago Journal Rank) in updating the product on a yearly basis.
Continuity and stability are the norm in this edition, since there is nothing new except for the removal of some subcategories (from 268 to 261) for English written publications. In short, Google has just updated the data, which means that some of the errors outlined in previous studies still persist [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] : the visualization of a limited number of publications (100 for those that are not published in English), the lack of categorization by subject areas and subcategories for non-English publications, and normalization problems (unification of journal titles, problems in the linking of documents, and problems in the search and retrieval of publication titles). As an example, it is inexcusable that there are duplicates to be found in a ranking of the top 100 publications (according to their h5-index) of a particular language. This is the case with the journal 日本機械学会論文集 C 編, which appears in the 42 nd and 69 th positions in the Japanese rankings, and in the Portuguese ranking, Pesquisa Agropecuária Brasileira appears in the 15 th In our previous studies, we have described again and again the underlying philosophy embedded in all of Google's academic products. These products have been created in the image and likeness of Google's general search engine: fast, simple, easy to use, understand and, last but not least, accessible to everyone free of charge. GSM follows all these precepts, and it is, in the end, nothing more than:
-A hybrid between a bibliometric tool (indicators based on citation counts), and a bibliography (a list of highly cited documents, and of the documents that cite them). -It offers a simple, straightforward journal classification scheme (although it also includes some conferences and repositories).
-It is based on two basic bibliometric indicators (the h index, and the median number of citations for the articles that contribute in the h index). -It covers a single five-year time frame (the current one being 2009-2013).
-It uses rudimentary journal inclusion criteria, namely: publishing at least 100 articles during the last five-year period, and having received at least one citation. -It provides lists of publications according to the language their documents are written in. For all of them, except for English publications (these are a total of 8: Chinese, Portuguese, German, Spanish, French, Japanese, Dutch, and Italian) it offers lists of only 100 titles: those with the higher h index. For English publications, however, it shows a total of 18 different publications, grouped in 8 subject areas and 261 subcategories. For each publication it shows the titles of the documents whose citations contribute to the h index, and for each one of these documents, in turn, the titles of the documents that cite them. -It provides a search feature that, for any given set of keywords, will retrieve a list of 20 publications whose titles contain the selected keywords. In the cases where there are more than 20 publications that satisfy the query, only the first 20 results (those with a higher h index), will be displayed. -It doesn't perform any kind of quality control in the indexing process nor in the information visualization process.
To sum up, GSM is a minimalist information product with few features, closed (it cannot be customized by the user), and simple (navigating it only takes a few clicks). If GSM wants to stop being labeled as a "low cost bibliometric tool", it should incorporate a wider range of features. At the very least, it should:
-Display the total number of publications indexed in GSM, as well as their countries and language of publication. Our estimations lead us to believe that this figure is probably higher than 40,000 [5] . In the case of Spain, there are over 1,000 publications indexed, which make up about 45% of the total number of academic publications in Spain [6, 7] . -Provide some other basic and descriptive bibliometric indicators, like the total number of documents published in the journals indexed in GSM, and the total number of citations received in the analysed time frame. These are the two essential parameters that make it possible to assess the reliability and accuracy of any bibliometric indicator. Other indicators could be added in order to elucidate other issues like self-citation rates, impact over time (immediacy index), or to normalize results (citation average). -Provide the complete list of documents of any given publication that have received n citations and especially those that have received "0" citations. This would allow us to verify the accuracy of the information provided by this product. It is true, much to Google's credit, that this information could be extracted, though not easily, from Google Scholar. -Provide a detailed list of the conferences and repositories included in the product. The statement Google makes about including some conferences in the Engineering & Computer Science area, and some document collections like the mega-repositories arXiv, RePec and SSRN, is much too vague. -Define the criteria that has been followed for the creation of the classification scheme (areas and subcategories), and the rules and procedures followed when assigning publications to these areas and subcategories. -Enable the selection of different time frames for the calculation of indicators and the visualization and sorting of publications. The significant disparities in publishing processes and citation habits between areas (publishing speed, pace of obsolescence) require the possibility to customize the time frame according to the particularities of any given subject area. -Enable access to previous versions of Google Scholar Metrics (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) to ensure that it is possible to assess the evolution of publications over time. Moreover, they could dare venture into the unknown and do something no one else has done before: a dynamic product, with indicators and rankings updated in real-time, just as Google Scholar does. -Enable browsing publications by language, country and subcategory, and directly display all results for these selections. -Remove visualization restrictions: currently 100 results for each language and 20 for each subcategory or keyword search. -Enable the visualization of results by country of publication and by publisher. -Enable sorting results according to various criteria (publication title, country, language, publishers), as well as according to other indicators (h index, h median, number of documents per publication, number of citations, self-citation rate…). -Enable searching not only by publication title, but also by country and language of publication. -Enable an option for exporting global results, as well as results by discipline, or those of a custom query. -Enable an option for reporting errors detected by users, so they can be fixed (duplicate titles, erroneous titles, incorrect links, deficient calculations…).
GOOGLE SCHOLAR METRICS 2014 IN NUMBERS
Below we offer some data with the goal of shedding some light over the dimensions of this new edition of GSM and its differences, in quantitative terms, with previous versions of the product.
Publications visualized through GSM rankings
The total number of publications that can be visualized in the 2014 rankings is 7,100. Now, however, since 1,338 of them (24.7%) are classified in more than one subject area (Table 1) , the number of unique publications is lower: 5,418. 
Languages of visualized publications in GSM rankings
GSM rankings show an overwhelming skew towards the English language [8] : in this edition, the rankings show a total of 4,435 English-written publications (89%), and only 983 written in other languages, namely Chinese, Portuguese, German, Spanish, French, Italian, Japanese and Dutch ( Figure 1 ). For all these languages, only 100 publications are shown in the language rankings, except in the case of Dutch publications, where only 83 items are shown. 
Types of publications visualized in GSM rankings
The predominant type of publication in the GSM rankings is the scientific journal: up to 5,068 of the total of 5,418 visualized publications (93.5%) belong to this type of publication ( Figure 2 ). As is apparent from Table 2 , if we compare the current version of the product with the last version (2008-2012), there haven't been any significant changes in the share each type of source holds. (Table 3) .
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The third type of publication indexed in GSM is the repository, whose inclusion has not been without certain controversy [9] . Repositories are digital storehouses with very wide subject coverage, created to save and disseminate very diverse academic materials. Because of the multidisciplinary nature of repositories, they shouldn't be compared to scientific journals and conferences, since each of the latter deals, generally, with much narrower fields of study (a subcategory or specialty) and because the documents they contain must endure a much stricter scientific review process in order to be selected for publication.
There are 118 visualized publications (2.2%) that belong to this type. Appendix 2 contains the complete list of visualized repositories. These publications are collections of documents that have been identified inside a repository, and they serve as the basis for the calculation of the bibliometric indicators. Most of them come from arXiv, RePec and SSRN, and are concentrated in the areas of Physics, Engineering and Economics (Table 3) . 
Classification scheme: areas and subcategories in GSM
As we pointed above, the only change introduced in the current version of GSM is the removal of a number of subcategories. There haven't been any changes in the eight broad subject areas (not in their designation nor in their size).
The areas that contain a larger number of subcategories are ( As can be seen in Table 4 , the modifications introduced in this edition are the removal of a certain number of redundant subcategories across all areas, with the exception of Social Sciences, where we can actually find two more subcategories, which are: Bioethics and Sociology. It is important, however, to note that the number of unique subcategories is lower than the summation of subcategories in the eight aforementioned areas. This is so because some subcategories are included in more than one subject area. Particularly, this phenomenon is present in 44 subcategories in the 2008-2012 version of GSM, and in 42 subcategories in the current 2009-2013 version (Table 5 ). If these duplicates are not taken into account, the total number of unique subcategories for the 2008-2012 version is 268 subcategories, and 261 for the current version. 
Bibliometric indicators of the publications in the GSM rankings
First of all, differences between scientific areas regarding bibliometric indicators become apparent once more. In Table 6 we present the maximum and minimum h5-index and h5-median values according to the subject area as shown in the GSM rankings for English written publications (Appendix 3 presents the same indicators by subcategories). It should be kept in mind that this is just a matter of the sizes and the cognitive and methodological natures of these scientific communities, which lead to very diverse publishing and citation habits. Secondly, the significant differences among h index values for the publications of the nine languages covered in GSM (Tables 7a and 7b ) should once again be stressed. English written publications have much better results than publications in other languages. It is no wonder that Chinese publications hold the second place, considering the high scientific output in this language.
It is surprising, however, that Portuguese publications seem to do better than Spanish publications, considering that the size of the Spanish-speaking scientific community is larger than the Portuguese community. The explanation may have something to do with Brazil's Open Access policies, exemplified by pioneer initiatives like Scielo. It is also important to note the stability of these rankings. This can be considered from different points of view. On the one hand, there is the stability of the bibliometric indicators themselves. The differences between the first edition (2007-2011) and the two subsequent are due to the different publication dates (Tables 7a-b ). The first edition was released in April 2012, while the second one was released in July 2013, and the current one in June 2014. Moreover, the reason why the results in the current edition (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) are so similar to those of the previous edition is probably related to the fact that it has been released one month ahead of last year's publication date (after eleven months, instead of twelve); however, a higher increase was expected, given the rapid growth Google Scholar shows [9, 11] . In Table 8 we can see what the annual growth rates of the indicators have been for each of the broad subject areas, languages, and publication types. In the case of the language rankings, there are two different circumstances: h index values for English, Portuguese, Chinese and German publications (especially the last two) are increasing, while those of Spanish, French, Italian and Dutch are decreasing. The French and especially the Dutch cases draw our attention. Conversely, when we focus on the results by broad subject areas, we detect a more uniform behaviour: growth rates are mainly positive yet modest, except in the case of Physics & Mathematics. A similar situation can be found in the three publication types, although the higher growth in the group of conferences should be noted. On the other hand, the stability of GSM must be analysed from the perspective of the publications that enter or slide off the list, as well as from the perspective of the changes in the positions these publications hold in the rankings (Tables 9  and 10 ) when we compare the current version to the previous one (2008-2012).
Global rate of incoming/outgoing titles can be considered as very low (12.9%), although there are differences among languages. It is very low for English written publications (12.6%), and much higher for Chinese, Spanish, Italian and Japanese publications, where it goes above 25% ( Table 9 ). If we apply this analysis to the publications grouped by subject areas -only for English written publications-the number of incoming/outgoing titles remains quite low (12.6% on average). Only in the areas of Humanities, Literature & Arts and Social Sciences do these values increase to 16% and 18% respectively (Table 10 ).
When we study the changes in publication ranks according to quartiles, we also find great stability: 71% of the publications stay in the same quartile as last year. However, there are differences among languages and subject areas. Thus, more than 50% of all French, Japanase and Italian publications find themselves in a different quartile as they were last year. Higher uniformity can be found in subject areas, where only in the areas of Humanities, Literature & Arts, and Social Sciences are these changes more abundant. Lastly, another test that can show us the degree of variability of the GSM rankings is the analysis of correlation between the ranks of the publications that are present in the two versions studied (2008-2012 and 2009-2013 
CONCLUSIONS
We have established that Google has opted for giving stability to its product instead of adding any more features or improvements, or even correcting some of its greatest shortfalls, which have been outlined in previous works (duplicate titles, errors in the links between documents and the source where they have been published, search deficiencies…). We should welcome the continuity of this initiative, which brings some fresh air to the scientific information market, and creates opportunities for the study of other kinds of impacts created by scientific output.
The stability of the indicators is a serious matter, since it reinforces the credibility of the data managed by Google Scholar in the construction of the GSM publication rankings. Despite all technical and methodological errors Google Scholar Metrics presents as a source for scientific evaluation, and despite the fact that we don't entirely know how everything works behind scenes, we can say that, from a stability point of view, these rankings can be considered as trustworthy and reliable.
This does not, however, prevent us from considering that there is clearly a lot of room for improvement for GSM as an information service. In analogy to the world of airlines, we cannot but consider GSM as a "low cost" bibliometric tool. To be completely fair, we should say "no cost", since users don't have to pay anything to access it (beyond the cost of the Internet connection), as opposed to what happens with real low cost airlines. From this point of view, it could be argued we shouldn't demand more of Google. Offering a tool that has required a great deal of effort for solving numerous technical problems (storing and processing great quantities of data, identifying different versions of the same document and merging them, calculating indicators, enabling fast and agile search and visualization features…) free of charge is definitely to be appreciated. However, we cannot overlook these technical and methodological shortcomings if we are to compare this product to other canonical bibliometric journal rankings.
Since it is based on the most comprehensive and less skewed scientific database in existance at the moment (Google Scholar), GSM is a valuable tool for learning the impact of thousands of publications that are not covered in any other bibliometric indexes. However, we cannot lose sight of its Achilles's heel, something we have been reporting insistently: it is vulnerable to tampering, and it is not transparent enough that the scientific community will be able to detect this kind of manipulation [10] . Publishers, in the pursuit of boosting their journals's impact, may not only manipulate editorial policies (which already happens more frequently than is generally thought), but they could also begin to directly control the impact of their journals by suggesting that authors cite studies published in the same journal. They may also, whether by themselves or in coordination with other parties, upload documents to the Web with citations to studies in their journal. For this reason, it is of the utmost importance that there should be two versions of the h index, one including self-citations, and one that does not take them into account. It is also necessary to find a way to clearly display the sources that provide citations. 
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